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The Hard Sell

1 Pritchard (R-Wash.)—this “thing” being the Reagan

" administration’s 385 million “Project Democracy™—

- ~ uthe more nervous I become over it.” “Don’t be nerv-

" “ous,” replied Secretary of State George Shultz, “about
- holding that torch up there.” S

* . Both have a point. Shultz agued persuasively the

- importance of not letting owr preoccupation with events

cause us to neglect efforts to influence “the trends in at-

" itudes and values which will shape the world in the

. decades to come.” Promoting the study of democracy

agement to (ree institutions—all that makes sense.

. . The only questions have to do with how you go about
. it: noisily, expediiently, selectively, with a heavy hype
~ and made-in-America written all over it, with the ulti-

mate objective of “destabilizing” the communist world;

" or realistically, consistently, even discreetly, with recog-
. nition of the distinction between transparent propa-

‘ganda and worthy promotion of the example of democ-
racy in a way that might make an enduring difference.
And that's where Pritchard and a number of other

For the more you look at “Project Democracy” the less
it looks like a torch and: the more it resembles a fistful
of Fourth-of-July sparklers, cherry bombs and a few
fireworks that might be too hot to handle. '
g According to atop official involved in the preparation
b of “Project Democracy,” at least 75 percent of what's in
it consists of warmed-over variations on programs tried
- “with varying success in the past. But the real problem is
ot with the contents. No harm, and perhaps some
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“ally civilian posts, or from a new magazine to “cham-

_Democracy and . .

-

R R - provide it.” So there will be no denying the US. hand-
“phe more we look at this thing” said Rep. Joel’

. worldwide, "education and cultural exchanges, encour-"

congressional critics have every’ right to be nervous. -

goudl, can come from “symposia on the nature of demo-

cratic societies” for foretgn military jeaders in tradition-+1

pion free communications” or from bringing young, fu- |

uueTNrdWoﬂdleaderstothisg)\mtrytoexaminethe &
w'orkix\gsofdenmaacyontlfnespoh T e

The problem is with the hard, high-protile sell. “Our

~ support for democracy should not be hidden,” says ..

Secretary Shultz. ‘We should be proud to be seen t0

in the subsidizing of books about democracy (and, no-
doubt, the evils of communisrn) or in aiding free trade ™
~ union movements, or in supporting indigenous demo-*
- cratic forces at work.: "o T tars =
Now, all that—and more—used to be done in thes”
old cold war days. But much of it wes done covertly, " :
- largely through the CIA. The new.thinking is that the ,
. overt way is healthier. Maybe. But it can-be self-de- |, |
._feating when it takes on the appearance. of the al-- .
~ mighty United States intervening in the internal af- ~
- fairs of sovereign states. That’s one reason why it used
. to be done without a US. stamp all overit. - A
The other reason was that administrations in those - 4
days didn’t want to argue the case for this or that proj--.
ect out loud. You can see why now: there is already a-.;
brisk congressional debate. Rep. Stephen J. Solarz (D-.,

TP (

N.Y.) was quick to raise a key question: “Are we pre-.
pared to provide help to democrats in such places as’ ]
South Korea, the Philippines . . . Taiwan, where there- -
are governments friendly to the United States but ob- ™
- viously with little respect for democracy?” Shultz con- -
ceded the danger of preaching “selective democracy.” ' -,
Shultz told the committee he had been so powerfully. .
impressed by the program when it had first been pre-. .

cented to him that he asked: “Why hasn’t this been 7}

 done before?” Right there lies what strikes me as per- "

" haps the most troublesome aspect of “Project Democra- "
¢y.” The answer to Shultz's question is that it has been ¢
done before—almost all of it, in oneway or another. It

s a mark of this administration that so many of its, -
principal figures, with however impressive credentials,

have so dim an awareness.of what actually has been-

tried before—ot what hes worked or hesn't, and why. ~
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